
G.R. NO. 140079. March 31, 2005 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title:
Samalio vs. Court of Appeals et al.: A Case of Dismissal for Dishonesty and Misconduct

### Facts:
Augusto  R.  Samalio,  a  former  Intelligence  Officer  at  the  Bureau  of  Immigration  and
Deportation, was implicated in an extortion case involving Ms. Weng Sai Qin, a Chinese
national  who  entered  the  Philippines  and  encountered  issues  with  her  passport.  On
February 4, 1993, the City Prosecutor’s Office of Pasay City recommended the prosecution
of Samalio for Robbery and Violation of  Section 46 of  the Immigration Law. The case
revolved around the allegation that Samalio extorted $500 from Ms. Weng in exchange for
overlooking the irregularities in her passport.

The Bureau of Immigration and Deportation commenced an administrative case against
Samalio,  leading to  his  preventive  suspension.  Despite  multiple  hearings  and motions,
including  a  motion  to  dismiss  which  the  Special  Prosecutor  did  not  oppose,  the  case
persisted. Finally, on July 25, 1996, Acting Commissioner Ramon J. Liwag found Samalio
guilty and ordered his dismissal from service. This decision was confirmed by then Justice
Secretary Teofisto T. Guingona Jr., and appeals to the Civil Service Commission (CSC) and
court motions failed.

Meanwhile, Samalio was convicted in a criminal case for Robbery, as delineated by the
Revised Penal Code, and was sentenced to an indeterminate penalty. He did not appeal this
conviction but was granted probation by the Sandiganbayan.

Samalio appealed against the CSC’s decision to the Court of Appeals, claiming violations of
due process and misinterpretation of legal provisions. His appeal was dismissed, leading to
the petition for review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether petitioner, Augusto R. Samalio, was deprived of due process in the course of the
administrative proceedings.
2.  The  applicability  and interpretation  of  Section  47,  Rule  130 of  the  Rules  of  Court
regarding the admissibility of former testimony.
3. The effect of the grant of probation in the criminal case on Samalio’s administrative case
and dismissal from government service.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, upholding the decisions of the lower courts and
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the CSC. It found that:
1. Samalio was not deprived of due process as he was allowed to participate and present his
case through various pleadings and motions throughout the administrative proceedings.
2. The rule on former testimony was correctly applied. The Court held that administrative
bodies could apply the Rules of Court suppletorily in quasi-judicial proceedings, and the
requisites for applying Section 47, Rule 130 were satisfied.
3. The grant of probation in the criminal aspect does not affect the administrative liabilities
and sanctions. Samalio’s dismissal was completely separate from the criminal proceedings
and could not be annulled by the probation.

### Doctrine:
This  case  reaffirms  the  principles  of  administrative  due  process  and  the  distinct  and
separate  nature  of  administrative  liability  from criminal  liability.  It  also  highlights  the
supplemental application of the Rules of Court in administrative procedures and clarifies the
implications of probation on administrative penalties.

### Class Notes:
– Due process in administrative proceedings does not necessarily equate to a formal hearing
but entails a fair opportunity to present one’s side.
– The Rules of Court may be applied supplementarily in administrative proceedings unless
provided otherwise.
– Administrative liability is separate and distinct from criminal liability; probation granted in
a criminal case does not affect administrative sanctions.
– Key statutory references include Rule 45 of the Rules of Court and Section 47, Rule 130 of
the Revised Rules of Court.

### Historical Background:
The case of Augusto R. Samalio vs. Court of Appeals et al. is embedded in the broader
context of administrative law and the endeavor to ensure integrity and accountability within
the Philippine civil service. It reflects the state’s commitment to disciplining errant public
officers, emphasizing the fundamental distinction between the resolution of criminal cases
and administrative proceedings in maintaining bureaucratic discipline.


